selective overall when choosing sexual partners. Although women are more selective overall, men place more value on level of physical attractiveness (Schwarz & Hassebrauck, 2012) . Because women are fertile for a shorter period of time than men, it is more important for men to value reproductive capacity when searching for a potential mate. The outward indicators of reproductive capacity that men use when searching for a mate are youth and physical attractiveness (Feingold, 1990) .
These sex-specific differences in characteristics that are desirable in a mate do not seem to be based on societal factors. Buss (1989) compiled 37 samples from 33 countries on six continents and five islands; he found that women more heavily valued financial capacity in 36 out of 37 samples of different cultures, and women valued traits of ambition and industriousness in 29 of 37 samples. In all 37 cultures sampled, he found that men valued physical attractiveness or good looks more than women did when searching for a potential mate.
Evolutionary theory rationalizes the reasons why specific characteristics are considered attractive. For example, physical attractiveness is an indicator of health (Buss, 1989) . Specifically, indicators of facial attractiveness, symmetry, and perceived masculinity or femininity act as a proxy for health (Burke, Nolan, Hayward, Russell, & Sulikowski, 2013; Grammer & Thornhill, 1994; Little, Jones, & DeBruine, 2011) . According to Little et al. (2011) facial asymmetry has been linked to physical problems, so symmetry indicates health. Thus, those characteristics that are found to be physically attractive are indicators of physical health. Another example is the importance of intelligence in men. Prokosch et al. (2009) found that intelligence as measured by the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale-III vocabulary subtest was significant in predicting appeal in both short-term and long-term relationships. Intelligence has been linked to both good genes and earning potential. Thus, women found intelligent men more attractive because they would likely produce intelligent offspring and would also have the capacity to be a provider.
However, the influence of intelligence on desirability varied based on the context; intelligence was not as important for short-term relationships as for long-term relationships (Prokosch et al., 2009 ). Other determinants of desirability such as creative intelligence, arrogance, and faithfulness have also been shown to vary in importance depending on whether the context was a short-term or long-term relationship (Gangestad, Garver-Apgar, Simpson, & Cousins, 2007; Haselton & Miller, 2006) . Buss and Schmitt (1993) found that mate selection strategies varied based on the context of a long-term or short-term relationship. The context varied the adaptive problems faced by men and women. For example, long-term relationships benefit men because they can ensure paternity, and long-term relationships benefit women because they continue to have access to the man's resources. This variation in motivations suggests that context should be taken into account when determining romantically desirable characteristics.
General assertions of evolutionary theory have received much support, but some research has found that aspects of evolutionary theory do vary across different individuals or populations. In a meta-analysis, Feingold (1990) found that type of research paradigm affected the size of the trends predicted by evolutionary theory. He found that, in all five paradigms studied, men valued physical attractiveness in a partner more than women did, but that the difference was stronger in self-report methodologies than in those measuring actual social behavior. These findings still supported evolutionary theory, but brought into question the magnitude of the theory's effects. There are nonlinear sociodemographic differences in effect size and evolutionary predictors of attractiveness such as a peak of increased attractiveness for a man at an income of $100,000 and racial differences in women's willingness to marry a man who is unattractive or unemployed (Kenrick, Sundie, Nicastle, & Stone, 2001; Sprecher, Sullivan, & Hatfield, 1994) . Despite their variation, all of these studies (Feingold, 1990; Kenrick et al., 2001; Sprecher et al., 1994) have shown support for the general trend of women valuing earning potential and men valuing physical attractiveness in a potential mate.
In contrast, White (1980) showed that, for people who had a romantic partner, similarity of attractiveness rather than level of physical attractiveness was related to relationship duration and progress. This finding supported a version of the matching hypothesis first introduced by Walster et al. (1966) . The original intent of the hypothesis was that individuals prefer to engage in a romantic relationship with others who have similar social desirability, but research has found that people typically want to be in a romantic relationship with the most desirable potential partner (Taylor, Fiore, Mendelsohn, & Cheshire, 2011) . This difference in desire for a partner with a high level of physical attractiveness and actual behavior reflecting the importance of similarity is parallel to the difference in self-report measures and actual behaviors found by Feingold (1990) . Both could be explained by a person's mate value. People have an idea of their own value as a mate, and this value determines what people look for in a romantic partner (Tadinac & Hromatko, 2007) . If people believe that they have a high mate value, they are much less likely to consider engaging in a relationship with a less desirable potential partner than people who have a low mate value; this effect could be partially due to fear of rejection in pursuing a potential partner who is significantly more desirable (Taylor et al., 2011) . Therefore, although everyone prefers the most socially desirable partner (White, 1980) , selfassessed mate value acts as a moderator that supports similarity in attraction (Taylor et al., 2011) .
Despite the differing results, the matching hypothesis can be considered within evolutionary theory. According to Buss and Shackelford (2008) , people assess their own mate value and use this value to determine traits required of a potential partner. For example, women with a higher mate value have higher standards across multiple different indicators of desirability (good genes, good investment, good parenting, and good partner) than women who have a lower mate value.
The present study extended the assertions made by evolutionary theory by more closely defining criteria that indicate earning potential. Education has been used to represent earning potential (Stevens, Owens, & Schaefer, 1990) , so the present study extended the representation to specific educational training, defined as college major. Because there is a vast discrepancy between the incomes of several types of professionals who all have the same level of education, this indicates that type of education is a more specific proxy for earning potential, which is the variable of interest. Although this specificity could potentially make college major a better proxy for earning potential than education level, no previous research has used major, so whether participants would make inferences about earning potential with major as the only source of information was unknown. Amount of information was included as an independent variable because varying the amount of information given to participants allowed the researcher to determine whether including additional leading information such as potential income would be necessary for participants to infer earning potential or whether major alone was sufficient.
Additionally, physical attractiveness has been shown to affect romantic desirability, so a pilot study was conducted to select the most average faces for the main study so that level of physical attractiveness could be controlled.
The primary study tested three main hypotheses regarding potential effects of earning potential, sex, and amount of information on romantic desirability. Romantic desirability was divided into three dependent variables: physical attractiveness, short-term relationship desirability, and long-term relationship desirability. All three dependent variables were defined as a score from 1 to 5 taken from items on the survey. Earning potential was divided into two categories of high and low. Low was defined as the potential career having one of the four lowest mean annual incomes, which ranged between approximately $33,000 and $41,000, and high was defined as the potential career having one of the four highest mean annual incomes that did not exceed the upper limit of $100,000 found by Kenrick et al. (2001) . The incomes of the high earning potential category ranged from approximately $86,000 to $97,000. Amount of information was used to determine whether participants tended to give the same ratings if they were only provided with information about major as when they were also provided with career goals and mean income for the potential career. This was a between-subjects manipulation defined by which of three versions of the survey, each varying amount of information given, the participant received. The first hypothesis was that information representing lower earning potential presented with a picture would cause desirability ratings to be lower than information representing higher earning potential. The second hypothesis was that more career information presented would increase the difference seen in the first hypothesis. It is unclear whether major was associated with future socioeconomic status, so the additional career information was expected to make the association more explicit and create a larger difference in ratings. The third was that career-oriented information would have a larger impact on the ratings given by women than by men, which would be consistent with evolutionary theory.
Pilot Method
Participants. Students in two introductory psychology courses were recruited. All of the students in both classes elected to participate, and there were a total of 42 participants. Students were not asked to disclose their sex to avoid any discomfort regarding sexual orientation because they were asked to indicate and then rate the pictures of the sex that they found most romantically attractive. Of the 42 participants, 24 rated the male pictures and 18 rated the female pictures. Because participants were recruited in an introductory course, most were younger undergraduates: 62% were first-year students, 12% were sophomores, 5% were juniors, 2% were seniors, and 19% were other or did not indicate a class level. The mean age was 18.56 years (SD = 1.01). Sixty-two percent were White, 14% were Black, 7% were Asian, 7% were multiracial, and 9% were a different race or did not provide a response.
Materials. An informed consent form was given to all participants. The informed consent contained a general description of the tasks required of participants, the voluntary nature of the research, the use of the results, and contact information for further questions.
Thirty-two male and 32 female pictures of faces obtained from the database of faces developed by the Artificial Intelligence Laboratory of the Faculty of Industrial Engineering in São Bernardo do Campo, São Paulo, Brazil (Thomaz & Giraldi, 2010) were used. The pictures used to judge attractiveness were faces rather than full body pictures because facial attractiveness is the first indicator used in judging attractiveness (Furnham, Lavancy, & McClelland, 2001) . Eight pictures of each sex were printed on each side of two sheets of paper. The pictures were numbered continuously across the pages (1-32 for each sex), and each picture had a height of approximately 2 in. and a width of approximately 1.4 in.
A survey containing 32 numbered 5-point Likert-type scales was used to measure attractiveness. The possible ratings ranged from 1 (very unattractive) to 5 (very attractive). Demographic questions at the bottom asked for age, race, class (first-year student, sophomore, junior, or senior), major(s), and minor(s).
Procedure. After institutional review board approval (2013-10-09 EXP) was given for both the main study and the pilot, the pilot study was conducted. The researcher was present at the beginning of the class time and distributed the informed consent forms. The informed consent form was explained, and the voluntary nature of the study was stressed. After questions were addressed, participants received the survey and the picture sheets.
They were instructed to choose to respond to either the male or female pictures, based on which they found most romantically attractive. Participants provided an attractiveness rating on the survey that corresponded to all 32 pictures (e.g., the first picture was numbered 1, and the participant would circle the rating for that picture next to the number 1 on the survey). After they completed the survey, they were given an opportunity to ask questions.
Results
The physical attractiveness scores from each of the pilot pictures were averaged, and the eight pictures for each sex that had an average closest to three, which was labeled average on the scale, were chosen. The average scores for the male pictures ranged from 1.83 to 3.08. The range of the pictures chosen was 2.30 to 3.08, and the mean rating of all of the chosen pictures was 2.57. The average scores for the female pictures ranged from 1.78 to 3.90. The range of the means of the pictures chosen was 2.67 to 3.35, and the mean rating of all of the chosen pictures was 2.97.
Experiment Method
Participants. In the same semester, participants were recruited from introductory psychology classes not used in the pilot, and from general required courses. These classes were selected because introductory psychology is one option to fulfill core requirements usually taken by firstyear students and sophomores, and the general required courses are usually taken by juniors and seniors. The professors of these classes were asked for permission to use class time for students to participate. There were 122 total participants, but five were excluded for either not completing the survey or completing it in a way that could not be scored. Approximately 45% of the 117 were men and 55% were women. Participants had a mean age of 20.31 (SD = 3.18). Seventy-five percent of the sample identified as White, 14% Black, 6% multiracial, and 5% other races. Thirty-five percent of participants were first-year students, 16% sophomores, 29% juniors, and 20% seniors.
Materials. The eight male and eight female faces that were rated the most average by participants in the pilot study were made into a new stimuli sheet for the experiment. Because there was some variation in the scores of the faces rated most average, the eight faces for each sex were split into four sets of pairs of the lowest two scores, the next lowest two scores, the next highest two scores, and the highest two scores. Each pair was split so that one went into the high earning potential group and one went into the low earning potential category.
Three forms of a survey all had the same four items to respond to for each face. Short-term relationship desirability was defined as the response to the second survey item: "Would you go on a date with this person?" Long-term relationship desirability was defined as the mean of the third and fourth items on the survey: "Could you see yourself in a long-term relationship with this person" and "Could you see yourself marrying this person?" Physical attractiveness was defined as the response to the first item on the survey: "Rate this person's physical attractiveness." The only difference between the three forms was the amount of information given about each of the faces. One form provided only the college major corresponding to each picture. Another form added career goals to major; the final form gave major, career goals, and mean salary of the intended career. Mean salary was obtained from the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (2013). Table 1 contains the career information included in the surveys. The surveys also included demographic questions asking for age, sex, race, class, major(s), and minor(s).
Procedure. All of the students were given an informed consent form. The consent form was explained, and there was time for questions before the beginning of the study. Each participant was given the same two sets of facial pictures, which were printed on the same page. They were instructed to choose to respond to either the pictures of either men or women, based on which they found most romantically attractive. The researcher distributed the survey forms so that the first participant received Survey 1, the second Survey 2, the third Survey 3, the fourth Survey 1, the fifth Survey 2, and so forth. Participants completed the surveys and returned them to the researcher. After all participants had finished, the researcher gave them another opportunity to ask questions and then thanked them for their time.
Results
Three 2 (sex: male, female) x 2 (earning potential: high, low) x 3 (amount of information: major; major and career goal; major, career goal, and salary) mixed Analyses of Variance (ANOVAs) were conducted using SPSS ® with the two betweensubjects (sex and amount of information) and one within-subjects (earning potential) independent variables. There was one ANOVA for each dependent variable: short-term relationship desirability, long-term relationship desirability, and physical attractiveness.
The ANOVA on long-term relationship desirability yielded only one statistically significant main effect of earning potential, F(1, 111) = 4.22, p =.042, η p 2 = .037. The mean score for high earning potential was 2.19 (SD = 0.84), and the mean score for low earning potential was 2.06 (SD = 0.69; see Figure  1 ). The other two main effects and all interactions were nonsignificant; the nonsignificant Fs ranged from 0.25 to 2.59, and the ps from .07 to .78.
There were two statistically significant main effects using short-term relationship desirability as the dependent variable. One was the withinsubjects manipulation of earning potential, F(1, 111) = 5.66, p = .019, η p 2 = .049. The mean score for the high earning potential pictures was 2.89 (SD = 1.16), and the mean score for the low earning potential pictures was 2.66 (SD = 0.83; see Figure  1 ). The other significant main effect was sex, F(1, 111) = 7.89, p = .006, η p 2 = .066. The men's mean score was 3.01 (SD = 0.88), and the women's mean was 2.57 (SD = 1.06; see Figure 2 ). The other main effect and all interactions were nonsignificant; the nonsignificant Fs ranged from 0.17 to 0.83, and the ps from .37 to .85.
Both earning potential and sex had statistically significant main effects using physical attractiveness as the dependent variable. The within-subjects manipulation of earning potential was significant, F(1, 111) = 9.70, p = .002, η p 2 = .080. The mean Note. The information included in each of the three surveys was cumulative; Survey 1 included the information from the first column, Survey 2 included information from the first two columns, and Survey 3 included information from all three columns.
FALL 2015 PSI CHI JOURNAL OF PSYCHOLOGICAL RESEARCH
score for the high earning potential pictures was 2.98 (SD = 0.65), and the mean score for the low earning potential pictures was 2.80 (SD = 0.72; see Figure 1 ). The other significant main effect was for sex, F(1, 111) = 13.18, p < .001, η p 2 = .106. The mean score given by men was 3.06 (SD = 0.69), and the mean score given by women was 2.60 (SD = 0.67; see Figure 2 ). The other main effect and all interactions were nonsignificant; the nonsignificant Fs ranged from 0.17 to 2.40, and the ps from .10 to .84.
Two paired-samples t tests compared long-term and short-term relationship desirability. Focusing on only the four images associated with a high earning potential, the first revealed a statistically significant difference, t(16) = -7.30, p < .001. Participants gave higher ratings for short-term relationship desirability (M = 2.89, SD = 1.16) than long-term relationship desirability (M = 2.19, SD = 0.84). The same pattern was seen when focusing on the low earning potential images, t(116) = -13.05, p < .001. Short-term relationship desirability (M = 2.66, SD = 0.83) was again significantly rated higher than long-term relationship desirability (M = 2.06, SD = 0.69).
Discussion
The first hypothesis was supported across all three of the dependent variables; all participants tended to give higher overall desirability ratings to the pictures that were associated with higher earning potential. Although previous research documented a difference in mate preferences for short-term and long-term relationships (Prokosch et al., 2009) , the current study found earning potential to be an important factor in both. The size of the effect may vary when other characteristics of the potential partner are considered in more complex models, but it seems that earning potential influences the three measured subdivisions of romantic desirability when very little is known about a potential partner.
Attractiveness has been shown to influence how people view others and choose a potential romantic partner (Cash & Kilcullen, 1985; Dion et al., 1972; Marlowe et al., 1996; Prokosch et al., 2009; Walster et al., 1966) , but the present study showed that earning potential can affect ratings of physical attractiveness. Perhaps impressions are holistic, and positive attributes are associated with one another; people assume others who are more physically attractive have better traits, so if it is explicit that another person has a desirable trait such as high earning potential, the person might seem slightly more physically attractive. This is an idea that requires further investigation.
Neither the second nor the third hypothesis was supported for any of the dependent variables. There was no significant difference in desirability ratings based on how much information the participant received. This could have been because participants who were given less information made assumptions regarding possible income. Thus, all three groups might have been giving ratings based on roughly the same information, whether explicitly stated or inferred by the participant. This would imply that people either consciously or unconsciously make a judgment regarding romantic desirability based only on a person's major. Thus, major alone is a sufficient proxy for earning potential in the absence of other relevant information. Alternatively, a flaw in this research could have failed to find a difference that actually existed.
There was also no significant interaction between sex and level of earning potential for any of the three dependent variables. Based on the assumptions of evolutionary theory, there should have been an interaction in which the preference for high earning potential was stronger for women than men because of a higher parental investment for women. Perhaps sex roles have changed enough since the original evolutionary research that there is an equal desire in both men and women for a partner with a high earning potential. Women are able to support themselves and a child without the help of a man. This conclusion could also be biased
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Romantic Desirability Ratings Across the Within-Subjects Manipulation of Earning Potential
Note. This figure illustrates the difference in the mean ratings for the high and low earning potential pictures in the three dependent variables. by the fact that all participants were enrolled in a four-year college; perhaps educated women are more confident in their ability to support themselves. Additionally, men are taking on a higher level of parental investment such as staying home with children, which could lead men to look for a woman with higher earning potential.
Another explanation is that similarity, as described by the matching hypothesis, is more important than earning potential. Although the matching hypothesis can fit into an evolutionary framework, the criterion to determine desirability can include different characteristics than those expressed by evolutionary theory. Stevens et al. (1990) found that more attractive men were more likely to marry more attractive women, and that highly educated men were more likely to marry highly educated women, rather than an evolutionary view of different characteristics being more desirable for each sex (e.g., a man with a high earning potential would marry an attractive woman). Their conclusion stressed the importance of similarity in attraction, similar to the conclusion of White (1980) . From the perspective of the matching hypothesis, participants in the present study could have used major to infer a similar level of intelligence or similar interests rather than a likely future income.
A finding that did not relate to any of the hypotheses was that men gave higher physical attractiveness and short-term relationship desirability scores than did women. In looking at the scores on the pilot attractiveness ratings, this finding for physical attractiveness is not surprising, but the reason behind it is unclear. When reviewing these findings in an evolutionary framework, it seems fitting that women would rate potential romantic partners lower than men do because they have the larger parental investment. This finding was similar to the results found by Schwarz and Hassebrauck (2012) , supporting the idea that women have higher standards for a potential mate than do men. However, this trend was not supported using longterm relationship desirability as the dependent variable. Perhaps when long-term commitment is assumed, the difference in parental investment is no longer relevant. If the woman does not fear being left alone to raise a child because the relationship is long-term, there is not a justification for a sex difference. Alternatively, the faces that were chosen for the present study might not have been equivalent, and men do not generally rate possible partners as more attractive relative to women's ratings. Another unexpected finding was that, across all the independent variables, the ratings for longterm relationship desirability were significantly lower than the ratings for short-term relationship desirability. However, in retrospect, it seems logical that people should be either more cautious or less certain when it comes to deciding on a long-term partner; long-term partnerships are a much larger commitment and usually require more information than was provided to participants. Both of these findings require further research to explain.
There were several limitations in the current study. The sample size was relatively small, which reduced the power of the statistical analyses, particularly for the interaction effects. A true difference resulting from manipulation of or interaction between the independent variables might have not had an effect large enough to be detected. In addition, the sample was taken from a small private Lutheran-affiliated institution, so the sample might not be representative of students in other universities.
Another limitation was that the design was relatively straightforward although actual relationships have many more complex factors. The study limited the description of the individuals to include only one major, but in reality some people have more than one major. The definition of high and low earning potential was based on salaries from careers related to each major, but all people are not able to or do not choose to work in a field related to their college major. For example, people who choose a major with very limited opportunities in related fields may either work in other areas (e.g.,
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Statistically Significant Main Effects
Note. This figure illustrates the difference in the mean ratings for men and women in two of the three dependent variables. food service or retail) or pursue further education in a different field. The analyses included major as a proxy for earning potential, but did not control for any other associations with majors. The difference might not actually have resulted from the different earning potentials represented by the majors, but some other associations such as personality characteristics that people may or may not tend to associate with certain majors. Also, the present study used self-report data, which tends to show a stronger effect than actual social behavior, so the results might not accurately reflect people's typical behaviors (Feingold, 1990) . Another important consideration in understanding the findings is that only average or slightly unattractive pictures were used. Statistically speaking, most people are of average attractiveness, presumably lending more generalizability to our findings. However, the effects might have varied or the hypothesized interaction might have been present if extremely attractive or extremely unattractive pictures were used.
Another limitation that may be significant was that the study did not take sexual orientation into account. This was a deliberate decision because disclosure of sexual orientation can be a sensitive or difficult issue for some people. However, there may be differences in partner preferences between heterosexual people and gay men and lesbians. The author weighed the ethical concerns of excluding gay participants from the study and determined they outweighed the potential for a small percentage of gay participants to shift results if indeed they were answering in a systematically different way. Future research may take these variables into account to understand the unique impact of sexual orientation on the relationship between romantic partner desirability and earning potential.
The present study had several implications. The implication for college students was that students extrapolate earning potential from major. Because earning potential is related to relationship desirability, the simple act of telling a new acquaintance one's major prompts the other person to make assumptions that affect one's desirability. Whether this knowledge would actually change behavior (e.g., not disclosing major if associated with low earning potential or actually becoming a factor in choosing major) is a topic for further research.
A fundamental part of evolutionary theory was not supported due to the lack of an interaction between sex and earning potential. This should be addressed in future research to determine whether there has been a change that makes the current evolutionary view obsolete or whether the limitations of the present study created a type II error. If the interaction effect does not actually exist, future research should either further explore the idea of similarity as the best predictor of attraction (Stevens et al., 1990; White, 1980) or create a new model to explain romantic attraction.
The present study demonstrated that college major can act as a proxy for earning potential in much the same way as income acts as a proxy for earning potential. Earning potential is a significant characteristic that people use to determine romantic desirability. However, there were many limitations that should be addressed in future studies such as identifying covariates of earning potential to see whether it is actually the causal factor in the differences in desirability ratings. This research is needed in order to better describe the initiation of romantic relationships, which are an important part of many people's lives.
